INTRODUCTION
In 1721 the English antiquary, George Vertue, sorted and arranged some of his notes on artists who had worked in Britain. Amongthem was the Spanish-bornpainter, Sir John Medina, who had settled in Edinburgh at a date of which Vertue was uncertain. Scrupulous as ever, Vertue left a gap in his notes, hoping he would be able to fill it in later in the light of further information. Still, he was able to give a reasonably adequate summary of Medina's activity in Scotland, and in particular he referred to "The Picture(s) in perpetual memorial he shall be freely allowed to do so, provided that he shall arrange for its execution at his own expense or at the expense of his friends, and provided also that he shall make a benefaction of the sum of ten pounds to the College. However, should someone occupy the presidency of the College for a period of three years he shall be permitted, should he so desire, to place either his likeness or his coat of arms within our College, but without any sum of money being required." I am indebted to Dr. D. P. Henry for his advice on this text. 4 Goodison, op. cit., note 2 above, p. 17.
David Mannings Prince, posed rather similarly to Peake's oil painting, was set up on Trinity Great Gate.5 Later acquisitions, for instance the statue of George I by Rysbrack, can often be related to specific events, in this case the king's gift, in 1715, of Bishop Moore's Library.
Marischal College, Aberdeen, although founded as early as 1593, seems to have acquired few if any portraits before about 1700. The collection was started at the beginning of the eighteenth century, and it is interesting to note that several portraits are recorded as being paid for by the college itself. Bishop Burnet, painted in 1723 by Andrew McIlvraith, cost, according to the college records, £69 6s. Od. Scots. But there were also gifts. A portrait of the Founder, George Keith, Fifth Earl Marischal, was presented by Professor James Cattanach in 1744. 6 Some of these collections were added to steadily throughout the following centuries, and in many cases this process continues today. Elsewhere, at Cambridge for instance, the process was much slower, and it is not entirely clear why this should have been the case. However, bearing in mind such exceptions as Marischal College, we can say that in nearly every case for which we have any evidence, such pictures and busts were gifts.7 Sometimes they must have been commissioned with the express purpose of making such a presentation. In other cases the images seem to have been part of a private collection, and given to the college later, for reasons which are not always clear, though probably more often than not quite straightforward, for example to express gratitude or esteem. Dr. Richard Mead, whom we shall be mentioning again in connexion with the (Fig. 3) .
The portrait of Borthwick is in an oval frame, just like the Medinas, but the still discernible coat of arms in the top right hand corner, cut in half by the frame, and the inscription which seems to be in the same type of script as that which is found on most of the later portraits (a point we must return to in more detail later on), makes it clear that it was cut at some date to fit an oval frame.
After three years in Dickson's Close, the surgeons moved to a house at the "foot of the Kirkhuech", near the old church of St. Giles. This turned out to be unsatisfactory, and during the 1650s they met in the rooms of members. Creswell (Fig. 4) 
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David Mannings normally administer remedies or use surgical instruments themselves, though they might supervise such treatment. The surgeons, by contrast, had long been associated with the barbers (not only because they used the same instruments but because the two crafts had, since medieval times, often been practised by the same people) and with the apothecaries, who were mere shopkeepers. That this contrast in status was keenly felt in the seventeenth century can be seen in the literature of the period. Consider for instance a book like The compleat gentleman (1634), in which Henry Peacham considers whether physicians can be ranked as belonging to a noble or a servile profession. He decides "it is an Art nothing servile and base, but noble and free." However, he quickly adds: "I heere intend no common Chyrurgians, Mountebancks, unlettered Empericks, and women Doctors . . ., whose practice is infamous, Mechanique, and base.""2 It is in the context of this kind of prejudice that the Edinburgh surgeons' assertion of status must be understood.
Another curious feature of the surgeons' collection is that the custom of presenting portraits was so short-lived. After Medina's death it was fairly quickly ignored. There is recorded an extraordinary Minute entered in the records of 1720 calling on five of the surgeons to have their portraits hung in the Hall, or at least to make the effort to have a sitting " Sir John Medina's portraits of the surgeons ofEdinburgh a great wig and a scarlet furred robe with a lace collar, and displaying the Lord Mayor's gold chain and pendant badge.
This example is worth considering because it provides a glimpse of a personality, and documents the impact such a determined individual can have in this kind of context. We have detailed information of this sort on none of the Edinburgh surgeons. The majority are little more than names. It would be helpful to have some record of how they felt about their pictures.
STYLE AND AUTRIBUTION PROBLEMS
Having surveyed the historical background to Medina's Surgeons and considered the possibility that the series was begun as a direct result of the building of the New Hall, it is time to look more closely at the portraits themselves and consider them from the point of view of style. Broadly speaking, all these portraits, with their combination of realism and artifice, the way the strongly individualized faces are set glowingly into dark sketchy backgrounds and set off by drapery which is reduced to a few sweeping brushstrokes, could be described as Baroque. Looked at more closely they reveal a variety in the handling at least as great as that which we see in Kneller's Kit-cat portraits, a series produced over a period of nearly twenty years.
Is it possible that the differences in handling, the degree of roughness or "finish", were originally determined by where each portrait was intended to be hung? In his influential poem De arte graphica the French critic Charles Alphonse Du Fresnoy wrote that "works which are painted to be seen in little or narrow places, must be very tender and well-united with tones, and colours; the degree of which ought to be more different, more unequal, and more strong and vigorous, as the work is more distant .. .".82 Du Fresnoy's work was published in a French translation in 1668 and in English (translated by John Dryden) in 1695.
Unfortunately we have no information about the original hanging of the portraits in James Smith's New Hall. Under the present arrangement they are distributed through Playfair's nineteenth-century building, some in the main hall, some in the corridor, and some on the stairs. The earlier arrangement would have been quite different but may perhaps be reflected in the way Du Fresnoy recommends. It might be argued that the more important members of the Incorporation would have had their pictures displayed in the best positions, and in that case we should expect for example, Thomas Dunlop, James Hamilton and John Baillie (Deacons), and Walter Porterfield and David Fyffe (Treasurers) to be among the more delicately handled portraits. Indeed, the portrait of Fyffe (Fig. 6 ) is delicately painted with small, quick strokes of the point of the brush, a manner reminiscent of Kneller around 1700 (cf. the oval Duke of Gloucester at Kensington Palace) but this is not true of Dunlop, Baillie (Fig. 7) , Porterfield (Fig. 8) , or Janes Hamilton (Fig. 9) .
A more probable explanation might be found in Medina's own stylistic development over the period of time when the pictures were painted. His earliest datable portraits, painted in the early 1690s, show the brushstrokes smoothed out, especially around the noses and chins of his male sitters. Tonal transitions across cheeks and Earl of Melville, painted c. 1686/1693,33 shows this early precise touch. The same approach is still evident in the three-quarter-length of James Ogilvy, later First Earl of Seafield, signed and dated 1695 (Scottish National Portrait Gallery). Dated portraits of ladies confirm this early smoothness, but naturally the artist would avoid visible impasto on the faces of his female sitters so the argument would have to depend upon male portraits.
A change can be seen in the three-quarter-length of Alexander, Lord Raith (Collection: the Earl of Leven and Melville) presumably painted before the sitter's death in 1698. Here we find a heavier, more painterly handling and a more "impressionistic" treatment of the wig. This forceful quality can be compared with some of the surgeons. The half-length of Sir John Clerk of Penicuik, Second Baronet (Fig. 10) which is datable to the years 1700/1701,M4 shows Medina's best manner, rich and vigorous in the application of paint and closely comparable to the finest of the surgeons, for instance Henry Hamilton (Fig. 11) with its lovely silver-grey colour scheme, James Hamilton, and John Jossie.
It is particularly difficult to account for the deterioration in the standard of craftsmanship shown in the portraits of Alexander Simpson and Adam Drummond (Fig.  12) . Just how clumsy the execution of the latter is may be seen if it is compared with the similarly composed but so much more sensitively modelled portrait of Walter Potter (Fig. 13) . Students of Medina's work as a whole have pointed to a general decline in quality during his last years in Edinburgh, and it may be that these portraits exemplify that drift. John Fleming has observed that his early works are his best; "Most of his later works are of mediocre quality and bear the clearest signs of his business-like and time-saving methods. ""s While it cannot be ruled out that these two portraits may simply be unfinished, I am inclined to discount this because eighteenth-century taste did not allow unfinished pictures to be hung alongside finshed ones. If we look at the fate of Kneller's Kit-cat portraits, we find that of three which we know to have been left uncompleted at the artist's death, two were not hung as part of the set in Tonson's house, while the third, the portrait of William Walsh, was finished by a later, unknown hand, in order that it could be hung with the rest.35 Let us therefore consider more closely those "time-saving methods" referred to by Flemi g.
Like all successful artists in this period, Medina relied on assistants and pupils. The degree of such reliance would obviously depend on the type of commission; so that a single small portrait for a valued customer, or even a pair of husband and wife like the fine half-lengths of Sir John and Lady Clerk already referred to (Fig. 10) u Scottish National Portrait Gallery, Edinburgh (1532 
186
Sir John Medina's portraits of the surgeons of Edinburgh would not be delegated, whereas a larger picture, especially a life-size whole-length with a good deal of background and drapery to be filled in could reasonably be entrusted to assistants for the most part, leaving Medina himself to concentrate his skills on the face and hands. One cannot avoid the suspicion that so "business-like" an artist as Medina would not have felt obliged, once the series of portraits of the surgeons had been launched, to attend to each and every one himself, though he would certainly have retained a supervisory role. That he did in fact employ assistance in the execution of the surgeons' portraits cannot be proved, but the fact that the series was continued after his death by his most important pupil, William Aikman, lends weight to one's suspicion that he probably did so. Further evidence can be adduced from the fact that the inscriptions on the portraits do not all seem to be by the same hand.
The portrait of John Monro (Fig. 14) is signed by Aikman and dated 1715. It shows a precise treatment of form and a distinctive way of softening the edges, down the cheek and round the jaw, which is unlike Medina's bolder handling, but can be matched in Aikman's later portraits. Similarly, the inscriptions on this picture are in a slow, neat, regular hand. Medina's own script is, I believe, featured on his own self-portrait (Fig. 2) ; even after making due allowance for the different scale, one can see that it is quite different, less tidy, less evenly spaced, the paint being apparently thicker on the brush and applied in a heavier way so that the difference between thick and thin strokes emerges more conspicuously. What appears to be the same type of script is evident on the majority of the surgeons' portraits and is especially clear on the portraits of Fyffe (Fig. 6) , Baillie (Fig. 7) , and James Hamilton (Fig. 9 ), whom we have already singled out as office-holders. Aikman's type of script may perhaps be seen, though not very clearly, on another portrait in the set, that of Robert Clerk (Fig. 15) 
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David Mannings (Fig. 12) , the inscriptions are curiously tight and fussy, in contrast both to Medina's and to Aikman's hands.
There are two further problems. First, we know that Aikman was not Medina's only pupil in Edinburgh, though he is the only one whose independent work can be identified and studied as a guide to the sort of stylistic variations we have noticed in the portraits of the surgeons. One of Vertue's main sources of information on Medina was Andrew Hay, who "from a small beginning in painting under Medina in Scotland set out for a Dealer," in which capacity, Vertue tells us, he made a good deal of money."8 No examples of Hay's work as a painter are known but the surgeons have a record that after Medina's death in 1710 they had their portraits cleaned and varnished by his servant "Andro Hay", who was paid "a guinea of gold".39 Could he have helped, earlier, to paint the surgeons? Is it his crabbed hand that lettered the background of Alexander Nisbet or Adwm Drummond? And can we detect his brush in the weaker handling of either of those two heads?
The second problem in this area is that we do not know exactly when Aikman (returning the discussion to Medina's only clearly identifiable assistant) began to work for him. Vertue Sir John Medina's portraits of the surgeons of Edinburgh be seen here. The composition is weak, with the head set awkwardly on the body. If this were acceptable as Aikman's work, and if the surgeons were all painted from life as the inscription on Medina's self-portrait informs us, then this picture would have the additional interest of being Aikman's earliest known picture. However, it could equally well be by an unidentified assistant working under the close supervision of Medina himself. (3) John Lauder's portrait seems likely to be another example of Aikman's work. The sitter was not admitted to membership until 1 July 1709; Medina's self-portrait was already in place by then, and the style of this pictureclose to Medina but painted with smoother strokes and with an unusual amount of detail on the costume and perhaps even the suggestion of a cloudy sky behind the figure-is not entirely convincing as the master's work.
CONCLUSION
Having examined the historical background and analysed the portraits themselves, together with their inscriptions, some inferences may be drawn, however tentatively, about the chronology of Medina's Surgeons.
Following the building of the New Hall in 1697, the first portrait to be presented was probably that of the already eminent Dr. Pitcairn. This gift could have been made in 1699, about the time that his donation of eight medical books was recorded," but in any case it would have been before 16 October 1701 when he was formally admitted to the Incorporation.47 This would explain the odd fact that his portrait is the only one in the set not to be inscribed. The idea of a whole series of portraits was then launched, each one duly inscribed in the way we have seen. Among the first to queue up at Medina's studio would have been the new Deacon, Thomas Dunlop (appointed at the time the New Hall was opened, i.e. Michaelmas 1697). Gideon Eliot, who succeeded Dunlop as Deacon, probably sat for his portrait during his term of office, 29 September 1699-29 September 1701. Thomas Edgar's picture must, as already noted, have been painted before his death in 1703, and Henry Hamilton's picture before his appointment as Deacon in September 1704, for the inscription omits this title. The date of James Nisbet's picture can be narrowed down to the period between July 1705 (membership) and some time in 1708, when Medina's dated self-portrait was added to the completed set. For the same reasons, Adam Drummond's portrait should be datable to the few months between November 1707 and the execution of the self-portrait. Of course we cannot rule out the possibility that Medina did paint some of the surgeons after the self-portrait was finished, but it seems unlikely. Tbe few that are definitely datable after 1708, like John Lauder and John McGill, do not seem to be his work.
Vertue, who of course never actually saw the surgeons' portraits praised them as "'excellently Done". But one wonders whether the surgeons themselves are likely to have been very conscious of the sort of qualities that attract the modern eye to a fine painting. In short, did they value Medina's work as art, in our sense of the word, orjustas a means of expressing their pride and sense of rank? Of course there can be no simple answer, but there is no doubt that, in this period, art was first and foremost 4" Creswell 
